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Ms. Loukie Lofchie

Brunswick Area Citizens for a safe Environment

P. O. Box :245
Brunswick, ME 04011

Subject: Review of -Diaft Tedmical Memorandum, Site 9, Neptune Drive Disposal Site-,

Naval Air Station Brunswick. Brunswick, Maine, lune 1993.

Dear Ms. Lofchie:

As requested by the Brunswick Area Citizens for It Safe Environment (BACSB), Robert G.

Gerber, Inc., haS reviewed the·-Draft Technical Memorandum, Site 9, Neptune Drive Disposal

Site- for Naval Air Station Brunswick, Brunswick, Maine, dated June 1993. The document was

prepared by ADS Environmental Services, Inc., (ADD) for the U. S. Department of the Navy

for the Naval Air Station Bnmswick (NAS Btunswick) located in Brunswick, Maine. The

subject document 15 intended to summariz:e site mvestipdoQ. aetivitie3 and mal=

recommendations forfuturc actions·&1 the Neptune Drive Disposal Site.

Site 9, also known as the Neptune Drive Disposal Site, is located in the central portion ofNAS

Brunswick. The site initially included three areas of potential contamination: . a f rmer

~eratDr 'locatio~ and'ash "dispOsal area; an area~y used for burning and clisposal of

solvents: and twO streams exhibiting iron-staining cbaracteristic of leachate. ResultS of earlier

environmental investigatiODSwere repOned in 'the August 1990 Draft Pinal Remedial

Invcsdpdon (lU) and the Apri11991 Draft Pinal Supp1cmeatal RI .-eportI prepared by B. C.

lordaD. The June 1993 subject document presents a summary of investigations and analysis

conducted through 1993, and recommendations for future activities at the alta.

.
.

'The subject document was discussed durlna a conference call on July 27, 1993, by

repre.sentatives of the Navy, ABB,'U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Maine Department

.of Environmental Protection, and BACSB.. The Navy had initiated the conference ca11 to gage.

the ·response by th IeSulatory agencies and BACSE to .~ results and teCOmm~dat1on.
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presented in the Technical,Memorandum. The Navy had hoped to initiate action at Site 9 prior
to receiving written comments on the document. 'However, based on concerns expressed during
the can, u.cl~g the need to identify the source or sources of the volatile organic compounds
(YOCs) detected in groundwater at the site, the Navy decided to withhold further action until
written comments were received.

Based on our earlier conversation with Susan Weddle the risk ~ment 'portion of~ subject
document was reviewed by Sat~Tech COJ:\sultants; Inc., while we focussed our ,review on the,
remaining sections of the Technical Memorandum. We are enclosinj SafeTecb Consultant's
comments~ Our 'comments on the subject document are as follows: '

1. Pale 1·1. what do the ~ria1 photographs ~vea1 about thanges in topography and drainage
and their Potential affects on disposal locations and contaminant migmtiDn during the evolution
ofSite 91 Hav~ all available historical aerial photographs been evaluated to determine likely and
potential dispOsal areas and changes in activities at Site 9 durlrig the past half century?

2. Page :1-1. The first' of ,the three areas of potential contamination listed in the, second .'
p&ra&raph is described 'as an incinerator and an ash disposal area in the vicinity ofBuildings218,'
21g, and 220. The dB$Cription of the disposal sita ,acti~ on page 11-1 of the August 1990
Draft F~ RI ,report mentions that, in addition to incineration of wastes and s~bsequent

dumping of ash, solveats and other liquids were burned on the ground, and direct ~isposa1 of
an unknown quantity of solid.wasce also occuned. The wastes reporteeUy included solvents.
paint shld&cs and po$Sibly metal shop wastes. During the 1uly 27 conference call, the point was
made that VOCS would not be, expected to occur in the ash remaining after incinetation.
However, the description of the waste disposal activities outlined in the August 1990 R1 report
indicate that' unburned solventS and oCher pOcential contaminants were libly to have· been
disposed in the vicinity of the incinerator and ,ash' landfill. These unburned wastes may be a
source of the VOCs detected in the groundwater -at Site 9.

3. Paae 1-3., Figure 2-3 (page 2-10) in the August 1990 RI report shows a brOQk ,flowing
lOucheasterly approximately 200 feet from the i~cinemtor. On page 11-21 of the same,RI repen,
the -n0rthFn· tributarY at Site 911 d,escrlbed as appearina -to be the original channel pf a brook

.that crosS¥ ~ old,dump and was backfilled to accommodate consttuetion of the parracks-.
On page ~~3 of ~e subject d.ocum~t, a 42-inch drain is described as run$g north f~m Orion
Street, past the dump area, unclcr Neptune Drive to ,a stn-.am. The drain was apparently
removed and f1l1ed in during the construction of the b31'IKks. However, the trace of the brook
shown on ,Fisure 2·3 of the August 1990 Rl report and the trend of.the former drain shown n
Figme 1..2 cit the subject document.do not appear to coincide. The ,Navy should evaluate the
r rmet brook location and its potential impact on contaminant migration. In addition, th Navy
should cl&rify the initial flow direaion of the -northern tributary-. On Pigure 1-2 of the5ubject
document,:, the tributary appears to originate almost on line with the end of the former drain.
However, 'several figures in the·August 1990 RI report (Figure 11·1 fot example) indieat.e the

.OBE1lTCi.
'GERBER,INc.
~
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tributary enters the dlainageway from the no11heastem side, approximately 100 feet t the
SOl.ltheast from its origin shown in the subject document.' Which lOcation is correct, and how
does the correct location relate to the fonner brook and the former drain?

, ,

4. 'Pages 2-2, 2-30, and 2-31. Because of the apparent shallow gradients at Site 9. additional
data are needed to determine more precisely the direction of groundwater flow, the relationship
of groundwa=- to streamflow in the two unnamed tributaries, and seasonal variations ot the
hydrologic system. In additio~" investigators need to, define the flow regime in eacb of the three
ahallow stratigraphic units at 'the site (the sand layer, the transition layer, and the clay layer
overlying bedrock).", '

s. Pap ~3. The groundwater flow direction graphically depicted in Figure 2..1 appears to
indicate water quality in MW-907 may be affe9~ .by a poSSlDle source located northwesterly
from Building 201. How bas the Navy evaluated potential sources in this area'

6. Pages 2-9, 2-10, and 2-23. It is preferable to deterinine, background concentrations on a
site-specific. basis; rather than uSe the ~wide background' concentrations established during
previous remedial invcstiption (RI) studies., The bas&wide ~kground concentrations of
inorganic constituents in sandy lithologies were based on samples collected at only four locations
(see pages 5-12 through S..IS in the August 1990 Draft Final Rl'Report by B. C. Iordan). One
of these background samples was collected from MW-908. which is located adjacent to the
Building 201 septic system and downgradient from the ~ite 9 incinerator ash landfill. It would
appear that ,MW-90"doea not meet Che criteria that a backpouocl sample be collected in an area
upgradiant of, and unaffected by, a facility. disposal area, or other source. In addition, b~
wide background concentrations for clay soils are based on samples collected at seven locations,
one of which is MW-90S. Monitoring well MW·90S is located down-gradient ~of VOC
detectiOns and, in an area where $ul'face debris was reponed.

7. Pqe 2-1%. While TlJ)le 2-1 lists the 'results of the cone penetrometer (CP)sampllng
conducted ~ April ,1991• there is no description of the method or results in the =t (pages 2·10
throUgh 2-13). It should be noted that the samples collected at the 1991 CP locations. includinB

. the southemmoat locations intended to determine the limit of the VOC plume (CP-1S1, CP-IS2,
and a-IS3) were not tested tor vinyl chloride. ODe of the contaminants of con<=m at Site 9.
1berefote, "the CP results m:ay not proVide sufficient infonnation to delineate the extent of
groundwater contamination.

I. Pace ~16. Given the apparent flat ·~~dwater gradient at Site 9. unknown seasonal
variations in the, groundwater flow' regime, and with its location relatively close to the
ashIlandf'ill•. material. MW-916 may not be an appropriate bacqround water quality loCation.

,I.•

9. Pages 2-16 and ~17. Are monitoring wells MW-914 and M:W-91S located in the former
stream channel (see Comment 3 above)' How do their locations compare with th brook location

R.OBBR.TC.
GERBER.. INC. '
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shown on older plans 'or maps or historicl1 aerial phorographs'1 How does the former stream
location affect groundwater flow and contamiilant migration, as well as the water level and
quality informaU,on collected at MW-914 and MW-91S1

10. Paces 2-11, ),1. and 5-1. The outline indicating Ute observed extent of UMandrlll
~, as shown on Fiaure 2-4, ,should not include portions ofBuUdings 218'and 219, as there
are no direct observations of the material beneath either b\li1ding. In addition, it is incorrect to
state at this time that the~ is located in a trench beneath ,Building 219 (see page 3..1) or that .
the ash is located ben~ an existing barracks (see page 5-2). AJJ. was discussed at the latest
Technical Review Co~ttee meeting and d,uring the luly 27th confecence call, the Navy should
conduct additional investigations 'to determine the extent and nature ot any' ash or landfill
~ underlYing,Buildings 218 and"219. The area of former incinerator intersecting the
footprint of BuildiI)g 220 should also be investigated. .

11. Paps 2.2S, ~D. and 3-3. What is the significance of 1M 1,I-DCA and other constituents
detected in sample SD-9017 Does the old drain act' asa conduit tor contaminants'1

. .

12. Pales 1-33 and 2-34. Did the appropriate blanks indicate that acetone, 2-butanone,
toluene, arld bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate were~y to be laboratory contaminants in the samples
collected at Site 97 .

13. Pace ,3-1. If the sporadic low levels of Itt-DCA and vinyl chloride are' not indicative of
a continuing source of VOCs, what do the concentrations indicate? What is the basil ,for
~e1uding there. is no continuing so~ of VOCs?

1~. PaceS 5-1 • 5-4. While we agree with the proposed on-going monitoring of groundwater
quality in the existing wel15 at Site 9, we cannot ,agree that there is ,no continuina source of
VOCi at ':he site based on cUITeI1t1y available information. The sporadic occurrence. of VOCs
in Jround'J.r.llU samples indicates there may be more than one source. Additional investiptions

I should be conducted, both no¢1 and south of Neptune Drive, to respond to tho questions and
comments outlined above and to identify the 'source or sources. Once the source(s) is (arc)
identitied,additional,reD1edjal actions should be evalua~. , '

15. Genera. eorOment. ' Will 'remedial actions involvinj pumping of the Eastern Plume have
an effect on groundwater conditions 'at Site 91

16. GeD~ral Commeot. We were unable to find any description of, the evaluation of
radioactive hazards at the site. Please provide specific infonnatlOD concerning how radioactive 
hazards were evaluated. At a minimum, monitoring for radioactive hazards should be part of
the Site s&retyPIan to protect site workers'health and, safety. If the radioactive hazards have e/

It.OaElt.TO.
GERBER... INC.
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shown on older plans'or maps or historical aerial photographs,? How does the fonner stream
location affect groundwaw flOW and contamii1ant migration, as well as the water level and
quality info~n collecc.ed at MW·914 and MW-91S?

10. Paces 2-11. ),1, and 5-2. The outline indicating Ule observed extent of aSMandf111 ..
JWU,eria1, as shown on Fiiure 24,.should not include portions ofBuildings 218'and~19, as there·
are no direct observations (jf the material beneath either bl,lilding•. ·In addition, it is iacorrect to
state at this time that the~ is located in a trench ,beneath Building 219 (see page 3-1) or that
the ash is located ben~ an existing barracks (see page 5-2). 1.8 was discussed at the latest .
Technical Review Committee meeting and ~urlng the luly 27th conference caU, the Navy should
conduct additional investigations 'to determine the extent and nature of any' ash or landfill
material underlYing·Buildings 218 and':119. The area of former incinerator intersecting the
footprint of BuildiJ)g 220 should also be investigated. '

11.~ 2,.21, ~29, and 3-3.~ is the significance of the 1,I-DCA and other constituents
detected in sample 5D-901' Does the old drain' act' as a. conduit for contaminants?

, ,

12. Pales 2-33 and 2-34. Did the appropriate blanb indicate that acetone, 2-butanone,
toluene, and bis(2-ethylhe.xyl)phthalate were likely to be laboratory contaminants in the samples
CQUected at Site 9'

13. Page i~l. If the sporadic low levels of l,t-DCA and Vinyl chloride arc' not indicative of
a continuing source of VOCs, what do the concentrations indicate? What is the basil, for
cortcluding there lj 'no continuing SO\I!CI! of VOCs'

1~. Pages 5-1 • .s.4. While we agree with the proposed on-goin& monitoring of groundwater
quality in the existing Wells a~ Site 9, we cannot .agree that there is ,no continuing source of
VOCs at ~e site based on cunent1y .vallablc information. The sporadiC occurrence. 01 VOCs
in &round~samples indicates there may be more than one sourc:c. Additional investigations
should be conducted, both no¢' and south of Neptune Drive, to respond to tho questions and
comments outlined above and to identify the 'source or sources. Once the IOUrce(S) is (are)
identifted,.additional,relnediaJ acdons sbOuld be ~uated. , '

15. General emDment. ' W'J11'remedial actions involvini pumping of the Eastern Plume have
an effect on groundwater c:onditions 'at Site 91

, '

1'. Geu~ral CommeDt~ We were ~le to find any description of, the evaluation of
radioactiv~ hazards at the lite. P1ease provide specific information concemini how radioactive

.hazards were evaluated. At a minimum, monitoring foi radioactive hazards should be part of
the Site Safety.Plan to prou:et site workers' health and safety. If the radioactive hazards have

I

Rooa.ltTO.
GERBER. INC.
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not been evaluated, they should be before any additiOnal work~ conducted, and the monitoring

methods and results should be communicated to the members of the Technical 'Review

. Committee. .

Sincemly,
Robert G. Gerber. Inc.

,·~~a,·L4A'~
, Carolyn A. Lepage, C.O•.

Director of Operations

Ab.~man. c.a.
Chief Hy~geolOgist

Ene. "'- ..
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